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ABSTRACT-

This study followed entering freshmen students to .

eStablish rate of dropout, and variables related to dropping

out of the University, Dropouts Were labeled academic drops

if the student was achievingobelow 2.0 at the time of with-
.

drawal, nonacademic drops if not below 2.0. Fall entering

students were much more persistent than spring entrants.

Males were slightly more persistent than females. .The

largest number of drOpouts was.in the nonacademic category,

- and this group increased in percentage each year. Females,

out-of-state students,_non-urban residents, and students with

non-alumni parents Were Most likely to be among the dropouts.

Persisters and nonacademic,dropouts had similar level's on

academic talent indicators (SAT and high school rank)',.-. but

acadethic dropouts tended to be lower on these indicators than

did persisters or nonacademic dropouts. Students in the

physical sciences were more likely to drop-out than students

in other majors; humanities students were a close second in

dropout rate. Academic dropoutS appeared to be working below .

their potential in that their GPAs were somewhat below GPAs

predicted from SAT and high school ranks. Persisters and

nonacademic dropouts achieved very near their predicted

level. The question arises from these findings: Why do so

many students who ale nit in academic trouble leave the

University?
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PERSISTENCE AND C.RNDITIONS RELATED TO IT:

A PERSISTENT QUESTION.

IntrOduction

Each year a number of students launch a program of study

at.Indiana University. Most of these Students believe this

program will end in a college degree. However, many will

never realize that prize. The students who drop out repre-

sent a loss to a society in undeveloped resources, a lciss

individually in unfulfilled hopes, and a loss to the Uni-

versity in student and financial resource's. The Purpose of

this study was to explore the problem of droPouts in an effort

to uncover information which could be employed_in reducing

the numbers of students.who leave the University prematurely.

The main purpose of the study'was to provide an over-

view of the persistende rate of students at Indiana University.

Howeve'r, a number of ancillary questions also emerged.

1. What is the effect on dropout rate of residence--non-

residence status of. students? A number of factors indicate

that pressures to leave the Univeisity are greater for out-of7

state students than for Indiana residents. For exaMple,-

financial pressures are Often cited (Cope and-Hannah 1975) as

the reason fcr drppping out of college programs. The extra

tuition extr4cted from out-of-state students Should increase

the likelihood that non-residents would not persist at the

University. Other factors, sdch as the distance from home

and familiar scenes, may also encourage non-resident students

to drop out.

2. Do students whose parents are alumni of Indiana

University drop out less frequently.than students whose parents

6



are not alumni?. Slocum (1956) has reported that parent

interest in the student'sprogram was related to staying in

school. Parents who are xlumniywill probably show more

interest in a Studen't's program if for no other reason than

the fact that programs and.other circumstances are familiar

to the alumnus. It therefore seems reasonable to hypothesize

that students who have one or both parents who are I.U.

graduates (here called PARGRADs) will perSist at higherrates

than students whose parents are not I.U. alumni (NONPARGRADs).

3. Do noni4ban studentS drop out cif-the University at a

more Cr lss rapid rate than -Students from urban areas? Large

-universities require a level of coping skills that are mori...
Islets

likely to be acquired in urban areas than in rural areas. A

certain level of bureaUcracy operates in complex university

organizatiOns, housing and transportation problems:can be

complex, large crowds must be negotiated in all sectors of

University life. Managing this type of edvironment is mdre

consistent with paSt experienees of students from urban areas

than with students from non-urban areas. It therefore seems

reasonable to hypothesize that urban studentS would be more

persistent than non-urban students. 'This hypothesis appears

to be supported by the work of Gurin, Newcomb and Cope (1968)

who found that rural students had shorter than averege tenure

gin college.

4. Are there differences in the talent indicators between

dropouts and PerSisters? The College Board's Scholastic

Aptitude test (SAT) and the student's relative rank in his

high school'class were used as talent indicators.

7
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5. Do students who drop out show a greater tendency to

be under-achievers than students who do not drop out? Cope

and Hannah (1975) indicated' that under-achievement Was'an

important. rason for dropping out. However, under-achieve-

ment was often défin-ed-as t1e7student failing to achieve'up

to his expectations. This study will look at under-achieve-__

ment in terms of failing to achieve at least up to the fevel

of that predicted by entrance test scores and high school

rank in class. Comparisons between predicted and actual

achievement will be made for academic dropouts (AD), non-

academic dropouts (MAD) and persisters (PER).

6. Lastly, are there differences among broad academic

areas as to the rate of'dropping.out? Presumably., the

various areas of academic work attract students with dif-

ferent academic talent, who are also different on a set.

of nonacademic (but,persistence related) characteristics.

If this is true, there may be a greater dropout rate among

some disciplines than among others.

Method

Data for the study were collected on entering freshmen '

beginning their work in the academid years 1971, 19732. 1974.

'Almost 14,000 students had usable data on file. Students

who began their worc in the fall semester were referred to

as the fall-cohort; those who began in the spring seester

were referred to as the spring cohort. The-objeCtive was to

identify academic dropoute ..(AD)2 nonacademic dropouts (NAD),

and persisters (PER) at various points in the academic'spiral.



Since more semesters had passed for the 1971, class than for

other classes, the data became increasingly weighted.with '71

students as more semesters were analyzed, i.e., only the '71

class had been at the University eight semesters, so only

their data could appear at'-the eighth semester point.

-COmparisons of ADs, NADs, and PERs were' made after one

semester, tWo semesters, four sethesters, eight semesters, and

ten semesters.:

At each of the above pointS-in the:academic ladder several

types of data were collected. These,data were designed to

answer the following questions. At each ofthe above semester

points: 1. What were the'percentageS of persisters, academid

dropouts and nonacademic drOpouts?

2. What was the status of academic talent indicator.

(high school rank and SAT scores) for persisterS'

(PERs),.for academic dropouts (ADs) nd for non-

academic dropouts (NADs)?

3. Was there a relationship between persistence and

the other variables noted; namely, urban-nonurban

background, parent alumni status, in-state--out-of-

state residence?

In reference to the above questions data were initially

compiled tor first-year students to indicate what percentage

persisted (PER) into the second semester:, what percentage were

academic dropouts (AD), what percentage dropped out,but were

in satisfactory 'academic status at the time of doing so (NAD).

Then similar data were developed for students at the end of

the second.semester, the fourth and sixth semesters.
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attrition rates. in.
411e dataarese provided'in Figure l. The

data for students -"ial
. Whose init . entrance was in the .6pring

semester are also recorded in Figure.l. The Principal dif-
...

1

ferenceseaPPear to be'betweem the fall:and"spring groups,..

The rate of attrition was much greater for the' Spring co-

horts. e, approxFor exampl imately 30 per cent of the students

who entered in the fall wee still here after four semesters;

only about
.

however,
.

.

per.cent of the spring cohort"per-sixty

.sisted that long.

Also, there vae_
a trend for males to be slightly more

persistent among

but the

fall cohort§ (especba]..ly after

semester), spring cohorts showed A mixed trend. For

the 1971 and 1974
211trant5 females were more persistent in

the spring cohort,. ,...\

\

for the 1973 -entrants the males tended,Jut
\

to be more persisteotA During the first two semesters essen-
.

tially no differences in \drippout rate appeared between the

the third

sexes.

After eight s estem-. students making normal prdgress

-will hav e graduated

:-,Teh:S

data in Figure .1.show progress

through ten semes
re% but

te .for one year's (1971) students
.

:.
only. As expected,

a large drop occurred at the"normal

;graduation Poin=t, ,but
some thirtY-five per cent of the

..

original enrollees Were Tresent in th ninth semester. Some ,

metnts,

.of these' were taking programs, bUt,others Were

...q97P4.eting undergr--edUate

a:::::::

-.

.

The significant factin 'Figure 1 is that'siXty per cent

of°the students who
began, their wopk,in the fall semester

continued on' to
--ITcm

fullIPlete a .eight "seMesters. It should'
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be noted, however, thatthe students on whom this figure was

based had complete data on file. If all students who began a

program were followed, regardless of:completeness of Atrance

data, thiS, -"dixty' per cent:figure couldchange,, bUtsprobably
a

not greatly in that thi.number.of students with inComplete

data was not large.

Tables 1, 2 and 3 are the primary sources of data for the

paragraphs ahead. These tablps shoW,,data collected-at four

points on:the academic ladder.- after the first semester, the

spcond.semester, the fourth, and Sqxth semesters. The data

reported at these poipts are based on students..-who were present

at designated times. They are not cumulative data but are

qsnapshots" of those students who were enrolled at given

,

semesters. \04,111?

Table 1 indicates the'percentages of studnis who fell

. \s ,

into three reteniton categoiEes (academic dropouts, nonabademic

dropouts and persisters) Tor each point designated on the aca-
,

demic./adder. Tor example, for the 13,800'students'who began

the first semester (combining 1971, '73, '74 groUs), 3.7 per

cent.became academic dropouts, 1.7 left school even though

their grades were satisfactory, and'94.7 per cent stayed on ta
I

begin the next semester. However', since data were collected

before the spring '75 semester was complete, the.second semeg-
,

ter's data. combined students from 1971 and 1973 only.

Of ihe 8,664 stpdentt (.'73-and '71 groups) whiro.cbegan the

spring semester 4.2 dropped,out with less than satisfactory
C.

grates (academid dropouts or ADs), 6.3 per ceAt dropped out

with satisfactory graded (NADs) and S9.5 per cent persisted



(PERs) on to the next fall term. Moving across the top.row

of Table 1, one sees that the percentage of academic dropouts

(ADs) that occurred in any one semester was fairly constant,

ranging from 2.4 to 4.2 per cent. However, the percentage of

nonacademic dropouts steadily increased from 1.7 the first,

semester to 9.2 the fourth semester. This says that as

semesters pass Indiana University loses successful students at

an increasingly rapid rate. While only about two in a hundred

students become academic dropouts the first semester, almost

one in ten students leave at the fourth semester regardless

of the fact that they are doing alequate academic work.

What variables were associated with this comparatively

heavy drop out rate among students whose grades were satis-

factory? The data in Table I point, not so much to academic

talent varables, but to home and family circumstances. For

example, in the fourth semester -- where nonacademic drops

are most conspicuous -- females, out-of-state students, non-

urban residents, and students with non-alumni parents all

. were more likely to drop out, even though their grades were

satisfactory. On the other hand, academic talent variables

,(high school rank and SAT) appeared to be associated with

academic dropouts, but not with nonacademic dropouts, or

persisters. About as many NADs were in the.upper-third of

the SAT ranking as were in the lower third.

Table 1 bears out the data in Figure 1 in that spring

cohorts drop out more rapidly than fall cohorts. Again, the

larger dropout group is the NADs. Almost one in five spring

entering students who got to the third semestei dropped out at

14
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Table 1

Percentage of Academic Dropouts, Nonacademic

Fall Cohorts

First Semestera ,:

bSecond Semester

n
(71,73./41

Percentage who were:
Academic Nonacademic Persisters
Dropouts Dropouts

N
7

(71,'a'

Percentage who-werel
Acadtmic Nonacademic
Dropouts Dropouts

Ali Students' 13800 3.7 1.7 94,7 8664 4.2 6.3

Males 6715 4.3 1.1 94.6 4282 5.1 4.9

Females 7085 3.0 2.2 94.8 4382 3.5 7.7

ReSident 11222 4.1 1.4 94.5 7043 4.8 5.5,

Nonresident 2577 1.6 2.8 95.'7 1620 1.9

Nonurban 6324 5.1 1.7 93.3 3880 5.6 6.2

Urban 4852 3-0 1.0 96.3 3152 3.9 4.8'

Parent Al= 2510 2. 1.4 95.7 1626 3.4 4.2

No Parent Alum 11206 3.e 1.7 94,5 6966 4.4 6.8

1/3 SAT 4305 5.5 1.7 92.8 2534 7.6 6.4
.Low
High 1/3 SAT: 4653 1.6 1.3 97,1 3168 1.8

Low 1/3 Rank 3996 6.4 1.7 91.9

.High 1/3 Rank 4089 1.3 1.5 97,2

Spring Cohorts

First Semesterd

All Students

Males
Females

Resident
Nonresident

Urban*
Nonurban

Parent Alum
No Parent Alum

Low 1/3 SAT
High 1/1 SAT

Low 1/3 Rank
High 1/3 Rank

:0:.

388

184
204

333
55

95
z40 ,..,

'"i":,6

321

127
81

163
61

10.6

11.4
9.8

11.7
3.6

6.3
,13.8
..-

7,6"

11.2

13.4
4.9

12.9
6.6

6.7

49
8.3

5.7
10.9

5.3
6.3

1.5
7.8

-6.3
3.7

8.6'
3.3

Based on 1971, 1973, and 1974 Fall-cohorts
Based on 1971 and 1973 Fall cohort;

c Based on 1971 Fall cohorts
d Based on 1971 and 1973 Gnring cohorts

Based cn 1971 Spring cohorts

15
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)ropouts, and Persisters by Semester

Fourth Semesterc Sixth Semesterc

"ersisters N
Percentage who were:

Academic Nonacademic Persisters
Dropouts Dr000uts

M
Percentage who were:

Acwlemic Nonacademic Persisters
Dropouts Zropouta

89.5 3947 3.4 9.2 3450 2.4 8.6 89.1

90.,2 1923 4.2 7.4 88.4 1700 3.1 5.9 91.0
88.7 2024 2.6 10.9 86.5 1750 1.7 11.1 87.2

89.8 3217 4.0 8.3 87.8 2820 2.7 7.5 89.8
88.1 735 1.0 13.3 85.7 630 .8 13.2 86.0

88.2 1437 3.6 7.1 '89.3 1283 2.7 8.0 89.4
91.5 1769 4.3 9.2 86.5 1522 2.8 7.3 89.9

92.3 802 2.6 5.9 91.5 734 2.7 6.8 90.5
88.8 3082

_
3.6 10.1 86.3 2659 2.2 9.0 88.8

86.0 1049 6.3 9.2 84.6 887 4.3 7.6 88.2
91.9 1595 ' 1.3 5.2 89.5 1419 1.4 9.0 89.6

1032.- 6.1 9.4 84.9 87,2 4.9 7.7 87.4
1356 1.0 7.8 91.2 1236 .6 9.1 90.3

Third Semester° Fifth Semestere

82.7 140 15.0 18.6 66.4 93 7.5 1S.3 74.2

33.7 61 21.3 19.7 59.0 36 11.1 16.7 72.2

31.9 79 10.1 17.7 72.2 57 5.3 19.3 75.4
,

32.5 119 16 8 17.6 65.5 78 6.4 19.2 74.4

35.5 21 4.8 23:8 71.4 15 13.3 13.3 73.3

38.4 -, . is 11.1 13.9 75.0 27 11.1 ._. 25.9 63.0

24 19.0 19.0 61.5 57 1.8 16.4 : 80.8

)0.9 35 8.6 8.6 82.9 29 6.9 24.1 69.0

)1.0
,

104 17.3 21.2 61.5 64 7.8 13.6 76.6

30.3 38 24.1 13.2 63.2 24 16.7 8.3 75.0

11.4 39 5.1 23.1 71.8 28 7.; 25.0 67.9

18.5 55 25.5 10.9 63.6 35 11.4 14.3 74.3

10.2
.

34 0 23.5 76.5 26 0 19.2 80.8

16



that point.. A sdmilar proportion dropped Out in the fifth

:semester.

The variables associated with NADs in the spring entering

cohorts are quite different from fall entering cohorts. Al-

though some of the family history of spring entrants looks

like that of fall entrants, some does not - especially in the

fifth semester. Also, academic talent factors are quite

clearly, and directly, related to spring cohort drops among

TJADs.

Since-the spring cohorts are relatively few in number,

generalizations based on.fall cohorts are seen as most reliable.

One such generalization is that the proportiOn of students who

.drop out withOut academic difficulty (NADs). increases with

sucCessive semesters, and that females, out-of-state students,

students whose parents were not alumni, and who lived in urban

areas are the most likely to be in the NAD group.
..

Table 2 looks at College board (SAT) total scores (Verbal-

plus Mathematics) in relation to persistence. Easentially one

conclusion arises from these data, Persisters and nonacademic

dropouts look very much alike; aCademic dropouts tend to be

slightly lower in.SAT scores than either PERs or NADs. Non-

residents have higher admissions 'requirements and consecluently

will have higher SAT scores. Other differences are small and -

_appear to be within the expected range oftwo standard errors

of measurement (about 170 points).

.. Table 3 shows relatiVe rank in the high school class for

ADs, NABS and PERs. Relative rank iS found by dividing the

student's position in his graduating class by the numbebin
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the class, then multiplying by 100. This procedure is used

to equate position in small classes with position in large

classes. For example, a student who ranked tenth:out of a

class of 50 is not the same kind of student who ranked tenth

out of 500. Sothe adjustment needs to ,be made in raw rank to

illustrate the student's status relative to his classmates.

This adjustment is found in the student's relative rank.

Table 3 leads to conclusions similar to Table 2. The

relative ranks of the academic dropouts tend to be lower than

either-the NADs or PERs. No. other major distinctions among

groups, e.g., parent aluMni--non-alumni, were apparent in

.
Table 3.,

\

Table 4 presents the recdrd of a single class (1971)\

over sixosemesters, with categorical data accumulated acro s

semesters. Therefore, in the total group the ten per cent

academic dropouts after the fourth semester included all drop-
.

....._

outs of previous semesters.

Table 4 supports the following generalizations. Males.

are more frequently represented among academic dropouts,

while females are more often found in the NAD group. Tor

example,.by the end of six semesters slightly less than a

fifth of the males, and a tenth of the females had become

academic dropouts. Residents are more likely to 1)e academic

dropbuts than non..residents are. This is probably because

,non-residents have more stringent admissions requirements.

On the 'other hand, non-residents are more likely to

be NADs. In fact, a third'of the'non-residents fell into

the NAD group by the end of the sixth sthaesier.
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Table 2

SAT Sums for Academic Dropouts, Nonacader

Fall.Coho,

First Semesterd Second Semesterb

Mean of SAT Sums
'N.

for: Mean of SAT Sums fo

71 74)
Academic Nonacademic(.73, ,
.,ropouts Dropouts

Persisters ,

(7.,,73)
Academic Nonacademic
Dropouts Dropouts

All Students . 13290 904 983 1'003 8411 902 1007

Males '6441 919 1016 1024 4135 92.0 1046
Females 6949 895 968 982 4276 878. 983

Resident 10999 897 956' 985 6936 897 974..

Nonresident . . 2298 1004 1057 1087 1474 ..976 1093
,

Nonurtan* 6157 893 854 985 3816 . 907 982
Urban 4620 907 954 985 3112 877.. '960

. ,

Parent Alum 2425 892 1001 1009 1586 . 870- .' 1016---.

No Parent Alt:m 10780 .905 980
. 1001 6760 . 908 . 1007,

Low 1/3 SAT 4305 '773 817 605 2434 788 801
Hi4h1/3 SAT 4553 1172 1173 1188 3168 1150 1188

.Low 1/3 Rank 3793 951 892 895 2270 856 905
!Ugh .1/3 Rank 3999 1043 1066 1108 2556 1057 1109

Spring",cOhor

First Semesterd

ll-Stddents- 296 891 901

Males 141 903 903
Females 155 875 900

Resident 263 882 877
Nonresident 233 1130 979

Urbano 83.. 768 854
Nonarban 1a3 902 891

Parent Alum 54 1012 720
No Parent Alum 241 876 913-

Low 1/3 SAT 127 803 738
High 1/3 SAT 81 1144'i. 1180

Low 1/3 Rank 132 883 903
High 1/3 Rank 53 917 1115 ,

a Based on 1971,
b B.ised on 1971

1973 6 1974 Fall cohorts
and 1973 fall cohorts *Based on Indiana Resident!

5 Based on 1971 Fall cohorts
Based on 1971

e Balled on 1971
6 1973 Spring cohorts
Spring cohorts

19



opouts, and Persisters by Semester

Fomrth Semesterc Sixth Semesterc

.Mean of SAT Sums for: Mean, of SAT Sums for:
sisters N Academic Nonacademic Persisters 3 Academic.149n4Oademic_ Persisters

Propoots Dropouts DropOdtS bropOuts.

U6 3870

135 1882
198 1988

MO 3180
195 696

MO 1736
199 1429

23 785
14 3026

ad- 1049
.92 1$85

07 1001
20 1341

73-, 113

72
74 6u

.

69 98
04 .' .15

76 31
68 68

08 30
65 92

14- 38
32 39

23
,

29

920 1023

943 1Q62
885 998

913 992
.1050 1114

903 , _ 975
929 1015

968 1039
910 1019

789 815
1205 1193

851 918
1080 1122

Third Semestere

910 1025

'1009
----T9 1039.9

'897 -1013..

108C 1145

792 952
.915 1024

1020 ., 1003
882 ,- 1044

.:829 814
'.1090 1181

889
.115u

1033 3307 .955 1056 1033'

1049 1670 979 1063 1050'
.1018 1727 913 1053 1016

1015 2800 952 1031 1017
1112 597 , 1000 1125 . 1111

1019 1509 957 1035 1020
1012 1278 947 1026 1613

1045 720 966 1054 1047
1029 2621 95B 1053 1029

817 887 815 833 815
1198 1419 1179 1220 1197

925 850 ' 937 944 922
1134 1222 1029 1146 1134

'Fifth Semestere

996 76 890 1092 992

9,99 28' 840 1047 1'021

.995 48 957 1067 ,. 974
.,./

.

1010 64 '872 1069 '1008.

921 12 935 968 912
,

1018 __24 970 1067 .1004

1005 1070 1009-

984 24 935 1045-- 968

1002 52 872 1073 -1002.

804 24 733 849 815

'1186 28 1175 1180 1190

871 26, 803 .967 .865

.1117
,

22 . 1176 1100

20
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.Table

Mean Relative H. S. Ranks for Academic Dropouts,

Fall Cohorts'

First. Semestera Second Semesterb

Mean Relative H.S. Rank for:
(71,./L74) Academid Nonacademic -Persisters

Dropouts Dropouts

14

(71;7.j)
Mean Relative H.S. Rank

Academic Nonacademic
Dropouts Dropouts

lAll Students 12762 40 25 7948 39 24

'"-,

.26

Males 6209 45 29 30 3930 44 30

Females 6553 33 25 21 4018 33 20

Resident 10463 41 26 . 26 6466 40 25'

..- Nonresident 2298 27 26
. - .

21 1481 33 21

Nonurban* 5812 :. 47
...

' 24 24 3485 38 23

Urban 4644 40 30 28 2920 43 27

Parent Alum 2323 45 30 25 1493 49 21

No Parent Alum 10362 39 25 25: 6389 38 24

Low 1/3 SAT . 4083 48 .
34 36 2382. 44 33

High 1/3 SAT :4267 27 .16 14 2878 27 _ 15

Low 1/3 Rank 3986 56

iiigh 1/3 Rank 4089 7

49
7

50
.6

2362
2607

. 54
8

048
' 5

9,pring Cohorts

First Semesterd

All Students 327 43 35

Males 158 47 60

Females 169 38

Resident. 295 . 44 51

Nonresident 32 6 21

Urban* 90 35 51

Nonurban 204 46 48

,Parent Alum 61 41 65

'No Parent Alum 265 43 44

Low 1/3 SAT 118 42 '47

High 1/3 SAT 75 29 34-

Low 1/3 Rank 163 59 57

High 1/3 Rank 61 7 3 -

a Based on 1971, 1973, 6 1974 Fall cohorts
Based on 1971 and 1973 Fall cohorts *Based on Indiana Residen"ts

.c Based on 1971 Fall'cohorts
d Based on 1971 & 1973 Spring cohorts
e Based on,1971,Spring cohorts
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onaeademic Dropouts, and Persisters by Semester

'Fourth Semester° Sixth Semester°

'or: Mean Relative H.S. Rank for: N 'Mean Relative H.S, Rank For:

ersisters N Academic Nonacademic_ Persisters Academio.Nonacademio Persisters

Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts .Dropouts

24 3824 36 24 23 3349 38 22 23e

29 1865 36 28 27 1653 41 28 27

20 1959 34 22 19 1696 31 18 18,

.

25 3125 36 25 24 2746 38 23 23

.30 699 3.4 20 20 603 25 '16 20

24 1707 34 25 22 1478 . 39, 20 22

27 1401 39 -- 26 25 1253 '!, 36 27 25

....

26 775 33 25 , 23 710 42 . 22 22.

24 2991 36 24 23 2585 26 . 22 23

'36
,

1027' 41 35 35 870 39 32 35

14 1526 20 15 14 1368 29 14 14

50 1032 52 48 49 872 52 49 49

6 1356 7 6 6 1236 7 6

Third ,gemestere Fifth Semester°

130 53 26 31.

-.

45 57
...

57 36 44 33 45 46 43

29 73
..,

46 17 24 53 41 18 .24

16 114 52 29 32 76 51 31 27

31 16 70 9 28 11 23 30 29

40. 35 '46 31 37 26 28 27 38

34. Rn 54' 29 29 50 42 27 29

32 34 39 22 30 28 38 30 29

.36 95 56 23 32 58 45 25 32

'49 35 26 24 19 21, 49 54 51

19 36 21 10 15. 25 33 12 23

58 . - $5 :20 17 18 35 56 50 SS

7 14 -_ 7 6 26 -- 6 7

.
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Table,4

Percent of 1971 Fall entering class still enrolled and

percent dropouts, at various pOints after original enrollment_

(AD = ACademic Dropout; NAD = Nonacademic Dropout; PER = Persister)-

(

After 2nd Semester After 4th Semester After 6th Semester

AD NAD PER AD NAD
4

'PER AD NAD PER-

Total 7.1 7..63 85.2,7- 10.00 15.47 7453 11.77 21.84 66.39

A

Males 8.24 5.60 86.16 -11.87 11.96 76.16 16.35 14.33 69.31
Females 6.04 9.51 84.44 8.26 18.73 73.00 9.47 26.87 63.66

Resident 8.11 6.46 85.43 11.49 13.50 75.00 13.54 19.15`',,,,67.31,
Nonresident 2.76 12.66 84.58 3.57 23.94 72.50 4.14 3349 62.37

Nonurban 10.03 7.07 82.85 13.57 14.70 71.69 18.79 16.67 64.48
Urban 5.67 5.73 88.59 8.88 12.02 79.10 7.77 18.31 70.72

Parent Alumni 5.99 5.21 88.91 8.31 10.42 81.37 10.53 15.96 73.61
.No Parent Alumni 7.40 8.16 84.44 10.44 16.71 72.84 12.05 s23.29 64.66
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Percent fall entering class by academinarea who,became

Academic
D) Nona ademic Dropouts' (MAD), and Persisters (PER).

upaotutthe(

c

Aelld cf second, fourth and sixth semesiers

Academic Area

Humanities

Biological Science

Physical,Science

siemester

N $NAD %PER

606 2.0 98,0

(12) (594)

3 1.8 98.2

(6) (330)

126 1.6 98.4

(2) (124)

Social Science 4 6

Applied Science 17 7

0,2

(.1)

0,1

(1)

2.3 97,5

(11) (464)

Fourth Semevster

N $AD %NAD' %PER

594 1.0

(6)

3,30

(3)

124 0.8

(1)

464 1.3

(6)

0.6 99.4 1776 0v9

(10) (1776)
(16)

4.

, 3288.

7,9 91.1

(47) (541)

3.9 95.2'

(13) (314)

9.7 89,5

(12) 4111)

m5,8 92.9

(27) (431)

5,9 , 93,2

(104) (1656)

Sixth Semester

541 P0.6.

(3)

314 0.6

(2)

111 0.9

(1)

431 1.2

(5)

1656 1.3

(22)

9,6 89.6,

(52) (486)

8.9 90.4

(28),.(284),.

11,3 67.4

(13) (9'7)

10,9 87.9

(47)

5,6 93,1

(92)(1542)

'tt
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-U1
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social sences
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%r!;').'
. .

dropauts. These i.

. ,. .

f_gures refer .0.iibtacAdemic,dropOuts

whoSe grade

.

stUdents s'weresatiefactory at the time of

termination.
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P°c:ad in ,Table 5. This group
r .

the end of "ch:o.f the

reached a maximum Of 5.9 per Cent NADs at the end of the '

fourth semester and s.6 per cent at the end of the sixth,

semester.
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(AD) rate wasconsi-stentiv loweF than.the nonacademic dropout

rate. ADs werea consistent

and across all dis c1nes .
ceht for pach

percentge. across each semester

The rate ranged near one per

each semester observted. The
e
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Means and 'StandarLDeviations for,,

Academic Dropouts, Nonacedemic Dropouts, and:Persisters on

Prekated,Grade PoinfAverages,(PGRA)Actual, Grade Poiiit Average (GPA)

and Residual (Difference between GPA and'PPA)

. Mean 0 Mean

. N PGPA (s..d.) iOrGPA (s,d.) Diffe,rence (s.d.)
4

Academic Males 85 2.32 (.44) .41 (.60) ,. 4.91 (.80)

Dropout Females 69 2.45 (.45) .53 (:67)
,

ctal 154. 2.38 (.45) .46,(.64) ' -1.!91 (.83)

!

; !G,

,Nonacademic i Miles 24 2.55 (.39) 2 72 (.52) .17 (.46)

Dropouts' Females 38 2.741.44) 2.77 (.52) .03 (.51)

Persisters

Total 62 2.66 (.43) 2.75 (.52) .08 ( 48)

Males

Females

Total 4010 2.75 (.44) 2.81 (.76) .05 (.85)

= standard deviation
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reason for the NADs leaving-the Univeriity should be a topic

of-continuing interest. These are students Who are doing

accePtable work. 'Some.effort to retain these students seems

The last analysis in this study looked at discrepancies

between a student's grade achiewment and the grade point

average pred:Icted for him, based on SAT scores and his
,

relative high school rank. Predicted grade point, averages

_16---ara,:based,oh-the'fol-loWing formulas.

Males PGPA = .0012 SAT - .0132 11/5S11,8719

Females PGPA'= :0016 SAT - .0128. RHSR4:.1.543

The relevant reSults are given in Table 6 The.discrePancy

between mean predicted grade point average (PGPA) and actual
0

grade point average (GPA) is thq significant feature in the---:

table. Academic dropouts achiOed conspicuously below their
.__

predicted'level, while persisters and,nonacademic dropouts

achieved very near to their-predicted -1evel. To the extent
--

that the talent indicators - fAT and:relaiive high school

-rank - reflect grade.achievementpotential, the academic

dropouts did not achieve up to their potential. This may be

due to a,veriety of causes such es;pc,or study skills, un-
------------

disciPlined class attendance'and study behavior, a variety

of 'economiC and social distractions. _In dny case, it appeArs

that many Of`the abademic dropouts have the intellectual

potehtial to achieve satisfactory grades, but are not doing

so. Possibly cauSes can be found to explain this fact and

programs initiated to ameliorate the conditions.

28
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ConclUSions

The data appear to support.the' following conclusions'.

1. Spring:entering Students drop out faSter than fall

entering students.

2. Approximately 60 per cent of fall entering students

persist for eight semesters.. Of these students., males.

are slightly more persistent than females.

3. Of all the students who drop out, the great majority

are'not in academic difficulty when they drop out.

4. The students who drop out while doing satisfactory

work (nonacademic dropouts) are. most likely to be

female, out-of-state residents, and have parents who

are not alumni of Indiana UniVersity. However,
N.,

academic talent inOicators are not a conspicuous

variable in identifying nonacademic dropouts.

5. In ScholaStic Aptitude Test scores persisters and non-,

academic dropouts look very much alike, but academic

dropouts score-aower.

6. In relative high school ranks persisters and nbn-

academic dropouts are very similar, but academic drop-'

outs rank ,plightly lower.

7. When"persistence data. are accumulated Over many

semesters, academic dropouts are more likely to be

males and residents, whi.le nonacademic droPouts are

More likelY to be'female and non-residents. Non-urban.

students are more likely to drop out than urban stu-
,

dents, while students whose patents are alumni of

Indiana.University are less likely to drop out.

2 9



8. Students in applied'sOiences are least likely to

drop out, while students in the .physical sciences

and humanities are most likely to drop.out.

Aside:from the above conclusicins this study raisesj,

an important question. Why do students whose work is aca-

demically 'accePtable leave the University? Clearly they .

have the talent to profit froM the University experience'.

.Some effort should be exercised to discover why nOnacademic

dropouts depart from the University.
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